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“Ike Cannot Win”: The blitz, confidently anticipated by Eisenhower supporters and feared by Taft 
people, failed to materialize at Abilene and in the days thereafter. Today, one prominent Demo- 
cratic official remarked to us: “Ike is almost off the front page.” 

Does that mean Eisenhower hopes have foundered completely? Not at all. Both Ike and Taft 
have gone into the series of private conferences with delegates and party leaders. Ike headquarters 
say that their candidate will be at his best in these very personal meetings. He will. But one 
question intrigues observers in this skeptical capital — will he be good enough? It is a fair one. 
Since the disappointing opening at Abilene, since the expected onrush of popular sentiment for Ike 


failed to take place, Ike meets these gentlemen minus the card by which he hoped to take the rubber. 
These stony-hearted gentlemen want to win in November. 


As a matter of fact, it is gradually dawning on the professional GOP politicians that they have 
been wasting too much time pondering the cry, “Taft can’t win in November’, and that they should 
have been examining quite another thesis, “Ike can’t win in November”. 

What literally hits them in the eye is the fact that, since the day of Ike’s return and commence- 
ment of his campaign in this country, Taft has picked up a total of 52 delegates and Ike one, thus: 
South Dakota — 14; District of Columbia — 6; Virginia — 2 additional; Indiana — 30. One 
delegate was allotted Ike in the Hoosier state. It isn’t a brilliant showing for the General. 

But wholly apart from these significant scores, more basic and long range political considera- 
tions, now under review by GOP leaders, have come to the fore. 


Sentiment against Ike among voters of German stock undoubtedly helped the Taft victory in 
South Dakota. Such voters associate the General with the Carthaginian peace imposed on Germany, 
with Morgenthau and his plan, and with the heartless exiling of some 200,000 Germans to Russia for 
slave labor. (See our article “Ike and the Germans” on May 7.) Taft speakers mentioned these 
matters in the campaign in South Dakota. But, in the opinion of observers on the ground, the Taft 
oratory only barely scratched the surface of a vast reservoir of feeling, which is by no means con- 
fined to South Dakota, but covers the entire Middle West. 


The question staring the GOP delegates in the face is: how far would the Democratic Party 
exploit the same sentiment next fall, if Ike were the Republican nominee? The answer is — plenty 
and with great ruthlessness. 


But, an equally ominous shadow appears when they consider another racial bloc, in recent years 


an important electoral factor: the Polish vote. This group has been largely Democratic, but reportedly 
is ready to break away this year. 


Now, the word which politicians receive is that the great majority of Poles would not vote for 
Eisenhower, if nominated, for the following reasons: 


(1) General Bor-Komorowski, the great hero of the Polish armies, called on Eisenhower after 
the war. He found that Ike had one autographed photo on his desk, and one only — a portrait of 
| Stalin. Bor has talked much and bitterly about this, and his words have spread throughout the Polish 
community. 

(2) Ike received from Soviet Russia the Order of Suvarov. Now, the famous Russian general 
Suvarov is one of the great villains of Polish histories, because of his butchery of Poles; his name 
is to the Poles what Cromwell’s is to the Irish. 
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(3) Ike, as President of Columbia University, accepted a $15,000 grant from the Communiy 
Government of Poland, to set up a chair of Polish literature. A great deal has been made of this jp 
the Polish-American press. Ike is blamed. | 


(4). Whereas Taft is on the record in the most forthright way against the Yalta agreement (which 
carved up Poland and committed that country to Russian hegemony and Communist domination), 
Ike at Abilene was not sufficiently positive in his reference to Yalta to satisfy Polish-American feelings, 


(5) Eisenhower after the war visited Warsaw and received a decoration from the Communis 
puppet government, hated by all Poles in this country. 


Now, some of the above objections are probably unfair to Ike; he possibly meant no offense to 
the Poles in taking these decorations. Nevertheless, the Polish-Americans nurse these grievances 
against Eisenhower. This situation imposes a great handicap on a proposed candidate whose friends 
claim that they can win such groups as the Poles away from the Democrats. And, if Ike were 
nominated, it is certain that the highly able Democratic propaganda machine would play up these 
grievances to the limit. 


In short, the German vote, the Polish vote, and other developing considerations make. many of 
the men who will man the delegation to the GOP convention in Chicago feel that Ike might not, 
after all, prove such a sure winner if nominated. The legend, so strenuously propagated by Ike 
enthusiasts, that Ike if nominated on any ticket could surely sweep the country, is fading rapidly, 


German Treaty: Secretary Acheson wants the Senate to hurry up and ratify the German Treaty 
(or rather treaties) recently initialed in Europe with much fanfare. He has apparently communi- 
cated his impatience to Senator George, who is adjuring his colleagues to hurry up and vote approval 
by next week. The Senator says there’s no opposition. So why not make haste. A few Senators pro- 
tested that they should at least read the documents. But they found difficulty in getting copies from 
the State Department. “If you don’t send one up right away”, roared one legislator, “I'll go and 
get one from the German Embassy.” 


Why the rush for ratification? We have noted the following interesting passage in the London 
New Statesman and Nation for May 17. That weekly’s Paris correspondent wrote, quoting the Paris 
daily Le Monde: “ ‘The only immediate advantage of the initialing ceremony is to strengthen the 
electoral position of the European candidates in the U.S.’ Once the election is over, ‘the European 
parliaments may no longer find it necessary to hurry with the ratification of the treaty.’ We should 
thank the French for being frank. “European candidates in the U.S.” — as a description of Eisen- 
hower, Harriman and Kefauver! And note the leisurely attitude towards ratification. “Let it wait 
~ until next ‘November, and then we'll think’ about it.” ae 


China Lobby: Senator Harry Cain (R., Wash.) has introduced into the Congressional Record (June 6) 
what should be the treatise on the China Lobby to end all treatises on the China Lobby. It runs to 
73 pages of the Record and contains probably all of the extant documents on this subject. If those 
who profess to believe there has been a real China Lobby (a lobby lavishly financed by the Chiang 
Kai-shek Government) want to argue the subject, they will have to deal with this material. 


For a long time, most observers in Washington have discounted the existence of the China 
Lobby, as described in the left-wing press. When a lobby is working hard and has lots of money 
to spend, newspapermen soon become conscious of the fact. No one we know has been bothered by 
_ phone calls, invitations to parties or great packets of propaganda coming out of the Chiang Embassy 
here. As for money, an examination of expenses of information services conducted by foreign gov 
ernments shows the following breakdown: British Information Services — $868,343; Netherlands 
Information Bureau — $210,371; Yugoslavia Information Center — $187,582; Israel Information 
Office — $94,821; China News Service — $77,972. The figures speak for themselves. 
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Yet, the agitation among leftist members of Congress and publications rose some months ago 
to the point where a resolution, sponsored by Sen. Morse (R., Ore.), darling of the State Department, 
provided for a probe of the “China Lobby”. Other Republican Senators strongly backed the idea 
with the proviso that all lobbying, left and right, on the matter of China be investigated, and indeed 
all foreign lobbying in general. Months have passed and nothing has been done. Why has this 
resolution apparently died aborning? 


According to Sen. Cain in his speech, the real reason is that what Chinese money was distributed 
went to friends of the Administration, to Democrats, rather than to “reactionary” lobbyists. He pointed 
out that naturally foreign governments, whether “reactionary” or “liberal”? would go to friends of the 
Administration with their fees and retainers; for the latter’s influence would be stronger. “A golden 
Niagara of money, sweated out of the hides of American citizens, was pouring into the foreign aid 
trough, and many a tired New Dealer refreshed himself at this fountain of currency”, said Cain. 
“If an investigation into this matter were pressed, it might’ prove embarrassing not only to such 
persons as Robert Nathan, Oscar Cox and O. John Rogge [all former New Deal officials]. It might 
even disturb a very active person, Mr. Clark Clifford [former White House aide, now representing 
big firms in the Capital] . ... It might conceivably in some way, embarrass Mr. Acheson’s old law 
firm of Covington, Burling, Rublee, O’Brian and Shorb . .'. To admit that this troupe of dedicated 
uplifters were pushing and shoving at the public trough would not be seemly.” 


Congress Strikes Back: We recently noted in this column how the President attacked the private 
electric power industry and threatened another: witch hunt along the lines of that conducted by the 
late Congressman Buchanan. But Congress struck back, after correctly perceiving that the President 
was employing the strategy of “the best defense is the offense”. He had, indeed, something that needed 
high-powered defense. 


For members of Congress saw that the “Electric Consumers Conference” which Truman addressed 
was a publicity stunt to put over more public ownership of utilities. It has been slowly dawning on 
many people that the people have to pay big taxes and then some, for TVA’s. One of the groups 
on which this idea has had effects has been no less than organized labor. The Utility Workers of 
America (CIO) passed a resolution opposing the “encroachment” of Big Government in the private 
utility business, saying: “The most favorable conditions of employment for workers in the industry can 
be secured through collective bargaining in an investor-owned utility.” 


Congressman Dondero (R., Mich.) pointed out that the private power business is “a goldfish- 
bowl”, amply scrutinized by public bodies. But, he thought, it was about time for Congress to look 
into the motives, sincerity and financing of the vested .interests in Federal ownership, “in view of 
the general feeling that this alleged conference was a publicity stunt”. He assailed the pressure group 
of “electric consumers” as one interested in preserving “rights and privileges of enjoying tax-free 
status in relations to their electric light bills’. Persons who receive the benefits of public power 
“enjoy a tax-free status” while “you and I and all the other 80 per cent of the people” who do 
not have this status “make up the difference in the electric light bill out of their own pockets in 
federal taxes”. 


Thereupon, Dondero introduced a resolution in the House to “investigate the so-called Electric 
Consumers Conference”. If this investigation is pushed, it will establish a precedent, long lacking 


in Washington, for probing bureaucratic methods of extending Federal power. 


Bond Business: Last week, the government told about jts attempt to sell its new 234 per cent 
“savings” bonds — not purchasable by banks and other financial institutions. The offering began 
on May 19, and closed on May 29. During these ten days, the “savers” subscribed for $1,757,759,000 
worth of the bonds. Since the government had on its shelves at the beginning of the sale a_ total 
‘of $14,747,000,000 worth, the result was correctly described as a “flop” by financial journals. 





The sale, from the point of view of the Treasury, was a “test”. The officials were looking for 
a price at which these bonds would be attractive to the public. Now they know. The public is not 
giving its money to the government for a measly 23/4 per cent. 


What is the “right” price? That will vary from time to time, depending on what people think 
their money is worth and how “good” they think government bonds are. As more and more 
“savings” bonds become due, the value of replacement issues must drop; the value of anything is 
in proportion to the supply. Over fifty billion dollars’ worth of E, F and G bonds mature in the 
next ten years. It’s a good guess that the government will have to meet the price paid by any good 
industrial bond, which is much above 234 per cent. But, such an increase will add to the tre. 
mendous cost of “servicing” the national debt; and that may require either selling more bonds or 
printing more money. In either case, the value of the bonds would depreciate. It’s a rat race, 


Of course, the government can drop the effort to sell “savings” bonds and issue paper to the 
banks in return for whatever cash they have in their vaults, their own or their depositors’. The banks 
are in no position to refuse. However, the banks can turn the bonds pushed on them into cash, by 
a mere bookkeeping transaction, and that means inflation, which is a government headache. 

About the only moot question is — who on earth wants the job of running the finances of the 
U.S. Government for the next ten years? 


Democrats: We asked a prominent Democratic Senator, “For how long should I reserve an hotel room 


for the Democratic convention next month in Chicago? Four or five days?” He replied, “Not less 
than ten days to be safe.” 


And he proceeded to emphasize that his party is just as split as the Republicans (a point too 
little stressed in the press). One positive factor emerged from his sketch of what might happen. 
However the other candidates — Kefauver, Harriman, Kerr and maybe Stevenson — fare as the 
balloting proceeds, Senator Russell’s following of about 300 delegates should remain “solid” up to 


the last. One can imagine the firm phalanx of Confederates holding the Chickahominy, with the 
Yankees divided. 


To this picture, our reaction was — shades of Madison Square Garden in 1924 when, with 
McAdoo pitted against Al Smith, it took two weeks and 103 ballots to settle on a weak compromise 
candidate! He was John W. Davis “of Wall Street, West Virginia”, as H. L. Mencken described him. 


Between Covers: General Albert C. Wedemeyer describes the new pamphlet “May God Forgive Us” 
as “the most comprehensive and objective treatment of the complex situation in the Far East that I have 
yet read”. The author of the pamphlet is Robert H. W. Welch, Jr., Boston businessman. Published 
by Henry Regnery Company, 20 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago 4, Illinois. Price, $.35. 


On the stands now is a new cheap edition of Ayn Rand’s individualistic novel, The 
Fountainhead. A Signet book, triple volume, $.75. The New American Library of World Literature, 
Inc., 501 Madison Avenue, New York 22, N. Y. 

The newsletter Counterattack (55 West 42nd Street, New York 36, N. Y.) in its issue 
of June 6, raises the question whether radio and TV networks may not soon be required by 
law to hire subversives. They cite a recent petition filed by the American Civil Liberties Union 
charging four networks with blacklisting performers and other persons on political grounds. The 
ACLU petitioned the Federal Communications Commission to refuse renewal of the licenses of the 
networks unless they stopped blacklisting of such persons. 
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THE OVERRIDING ISSUE — DEFENSE 
By BoNNER FELLERS, Brig. Gen. U.S.A., Ret’d. 


A’ THE VARIOUS CANDIDATES for the nomina- 
tion of both parties approach their conven- 
tions, a welter of issues — centralized govern- 
ment, economy, taxes, foreign policy — divide 
the aspirants. But the biggest issue of all — 
what kind of defense shall we have — should 
be the test on which candidates stand or fall. 

Upon how we solve this problem of defense 
rests the momentous issues of inflation or sound 
economy, war or peace. Since these turbulent 
times demand the most powerful defense pos- 
sible, an examination of how best to go about 
it is supremely in order. 

That something is wrong with our defense is 
clear. In Korea, the Administration seems to 
be at the end of its rope. The failure of the 
ten months’ cease-fire talks continues the war of 
attrition against Red China’s inexhaustible man- 
power. The inadequacy of European contain- 
ment preparations makes that picture more 
tolerable than Korea only because there is no 
shooting in Europe. 

When World War II ended the United States 
was, militarily, the most powerful country of 
all time. Since V-J day we have spent nearly 
$200 billion on defense and foreign aid, yet our 
position in Korea is precarious, Europe’s defenses 
lag, and our home security is far from adequate. 


H” DID THE UNITED STATES, the most pro- 
ductive and powerful nation on earth, 
atrive at such an ignominious position? It is 
obviously because our grand strategy has failed. 
Most Americans subscribe to the State Depart- 
ment’s policy to contain Red expansion and to 
hope for the collapse of Kremlin domination. 
The military implementation of containment, 
however, follows antiquated military concepts. 
And the State Department’s efforts to undermine 
Kremlin domination are at best puny: they 
amount to nothing more than threatening the 
Russians with dollar-supported friends. 


In the critical areas of Korea and Europe, our 
plan is to hold a line with Allied ground forces. 
The object of holding the line is not to win, 
rather it is to hold while someway, somehow, 
a peace favorable to us can be negotiated. 

Meanwhile the basic military strategy is that 
final decision in war can be gained only by rifle- 
men, supported by the other services. 

As a consequence of this hold, wait and nego- 
tiate strategy, our cease-fire conversations in 
Korea have permitted the Reds to improve their 
position from one of extreme precariousness at 
the time of General MacArthur’s dismissal to 
one of great strength. The Red forces now out- 
number us on the ground nearly 3 to 1, and 
in the best jet fighters, 5 to 1. If the Reds 
should decide to strike, our Korean position 
would be seriously threatened. 

In Europe NATO has gathered 25 to 30 
divisions in various degrees of combat effective- 
ness. By the end of 1952, it is claimed, there 
will be 25 divisions in the field with 25 reserve 
divisions available within 30 days; some 4,000 
aircraft are also expected. 

Opposing these NATO forces are 175 Red 
divisions in European Russia. In addition, 
Central European satellites have about 60 effec- 
tive divisions. These 235 Red divisions have 
the support of 20,000 Red Air Force combat 
planes. 

One need not be a graduate of the National 
War College to realize that NATO forces of 50 
divisions and 4,000 aircraft, if and when we get 
them, cannot possibly prevent 235 Red Divi- 
sions, with Red control of the air, from over- 
running Europe. In fact, on June 14 a state- 
ment of General Bradley made behind closed 
doors to the Senate Military Appropriations 
Committee stated: ‘Russia could overrun 
Europe today. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe 
that only fear of the United States atom bomb 
holds the Russians back.” 
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Even if the hoped for 12 German divisions 
were created and became part of the Allied 
forces, the odds against a ground defense of 
Europe would be insuperable. Nothing short 
of a United Germany, with no restrictions on 
rearming, could materially change the picture. 
But, to the French the memory of 1914 and 
1940 is still too vivid to permit the removal of 
all curbs on German rearmament. 


In addition to heavy commitments in Korea 
and Europe, American aid includes military 
alliances which make the United States the pro- 
tector of Australia, New Zealand, Japan and 
the Phillipines. We are extending some assis- 
tance to Chiang Kai-shek. In Indo-China and 
Malaya, we are aiding the conflict of our 


European Allies against the Red supported local 
populations. 


Meanwhile, the Red menace, moving south 
out of China, Tibet and Russia like a great 
prairie fire, threatens to engulf India, Pakistan 
and the Middle East. Communist propaganda 
exploits the conflict in Egypt, and the insurrec- 
tion in North Africa. Our support of Europe’s 
Colonial policy — a most un-American practice 
— wins for us the antipathy which all subject 
peoples hold against imperialists. Little or no 
UN forces are available to contain this Red 
threat in South Asia and the Middle East. 


In short, with foot soldiers we are trying to 
effect a containment of the Red enslaved world 
— a quarter of the land surface of the earth 
containing 34 per cent of the world’s population. 


Children can’t play the “Farmer in the Dell” 
unless they have enough players to join hands 
and circle the farmer. Yet our policy of con- 
tainment contemplates our surrounding some- 
thing larger than we are! Hence our present 
frustration. 


E™ IF THE CONCEPT for the containment 
of Red expansion had been sound, the 
atomic explosion in Russia should have stunned 
our planners into a new defense program. 


For the sake of argument, let us assume that 
Allied forces could hold a line from Switzer- 
land to the Channel. From air bases behind 
this line, the Red Air Force could place all 
Europe and Britain under atomic assault. 


Russia’s possession of the atomic bomb also 
greatly increased the vulnerability of the United 
States. Even if the Allied line in Europe were 
miraculously to hold firm, Red heavy bombers 
could strike our population centers and indus. 
trial areas from existing air bases in the Arctic 
region. One successful bomber sortie with an 
atomic bomb exploded over the target would 
have the effect of some 2,000 bomber missions 
with conventional bombs! 


There is another atomic threat — equally 
great — to coastal cities. Russia has an esti- 
mated 400 first class submarines (more than 
twice the number Hitler had in 1939) from 
which it is already feasible to launch atomic 
rocket missiles with a range of 300 to 500 miles, 


America and Europe built many of their 
cities and a major segment of their industry 
along the coasts; Russia’s cities lie mostly in the 
interior. Consequently the Allies more than 
Russia are vulnerable to submarine-launched 
atomic missiles. Neither we nor our Allies 
have created adequate defense against these 
atomic threats. 


In America we have only puny interceptor- 
fighter defenses. Our strategic bombers are so 
few in number that in war normal attrition 
losses would eliminate most of them before an 
atomic assault could be completed. 


The atomic explosion in Russia changed our 
entire defense picture overnight. The explosion 
came several years before its scheduled arrival. 
It provided a face-saving opportunity for Ad- 
ministration planners to re-evaluate their entire 
defense program. It amounted to a clear call 
for a shift in military strategy from a principal 
reliance on ground forces to the creation of 
American air supremacy. From that time on, the 
static defense of Europe, which from the begia- 
ning was highly problematical, became utterly 
impossible. The presence of American ground 
troops on Europe’s far-away frontiers became 
ridiculous so far as their extending security to 
Europe or the United States was concerned. 
Europe and America could be saved from 
Russia’s atomic bombs only by the counter- 
threat of American atom bombs — and almost 
everybody in the Pentagon knew it. 


But infantry-minded officers and the State 
Department could not abandon their program 





for the ground defense of Europe’s eastern 
frontier. 

Consequently, the White House was induced 
to issue secret instructions for Pentagon to con- 
tinue the European defense plans as though the 
Russians had not produced the atomic explosion. 
The White House ordered the military personnel 
not to admit that the explosion was unexpected, 
or to intimate that Russia’s possession of the 
atomic bomb might necessitate a drastic change 
in Allied defense strategy. The show had to 
go on. 

Thus the American people were reassured by 
Administration leaders that the atomic explo- 
sion in Russia did not require a new concept 
for our own defense. Even today we hear the 
campaign cry that the present program will keep 
war away from our homeland. ‘This, of course, 
is untrue. 

The pretense that our six divisions could aid 
appreciably in the ground defense of Europe 
was justified privately by most military men on 
“psychological” grounds. They hoped to en- 
courage Europeans to rise in their own defense, 
even as they kept alive the American hope that 
the defense of this country lay in a European 
holding line. 

Actually, as military men knew, and as the 
Forrestal Diary states, our principal military 
strength and our only hope to deter war was 
concentrated in our atomic bombs and bombers, 
and not in our few divisions of infantry and 
scattered ground forces of our Allies. Word 
went around the Pentagon that if war came it 
would be our war, but fortunately fought in 
Europe, and what aid we could get from our 
Allies would be pure velvet. 

Nevertheless, Administration and Pentagon 
leaders today cling to their original concept of 
ground defense. Liaison bulletin 257, dated 
February 1, 1952, published by the Department 
of the Army, expresses this antiquated doctrine 
neatly: 

“The individual rifleman is the most 
effective and most essential weapon against 
the enemy. All other services exist to 
support the infantry soldier.” 

Although the defense picture is confused and 
the strategy faulty, our problem is not insuper- 
able if we will but think our way out. 


There is no absolute defense against the 
ghastly threat of atomic bombs and missiles. 
Land armies endeavoring to hold a line in 
Europe are no defense whatsoever from atomic 
assault. The only possible defense lies in our 
ability to retaliate. 


The best defense of Paris, London and New 
York City is our. capacity to destroy Moscow. 
Neither the Army nor the Fleet can do this. 
It can only be achieved by Air Power, supported 
by the Army and Fleet. 


A citizen’s only defense against a criminal is 
the majesty of the law which imposes punish- 
ment. Likewise, America’s only defense against 
Red atomic attack and ground invasion of 


Europe is the retaliatory potential of air power. 


HE LESSON IS CLEAR. We must have Amer- 

ican global air supremacy. It is essential 
to deter war and for the protection of Europe 
and our homeland. 


Air power and the atomic bomb will make 
the next war FINAL. The ultra-violence of 
atomic bombing is so terrific that — in the 
entire world — there is neither retreat nor 
escape. Because civilization, as we know it, 
cannot long survive such intense war, the des- 
tiny of America and the free world depends 
upon our prompt achievement of global air 
supremacy. There must be no further delay in 
the decision to create the only force which will 
insure our survival. 


We need a strategic bombing force capable 
of repeated atomic attacks anywhere over Red 
territory. We need a small but adequate pro- 
fessional Army and our present strength fleet 
to protect and supply essential bases. These 
bases must be located so that neither the Red 
Army nor the swarms of Red short-range air- 
craft can reach them. 


We need thousands of interceptors — fighter 
aircraft — to defend these bases and key in- 


dustrial and population centers against Red 
bombers. 


After these requirements are met and only 
after they are met do we dare invest heavily in 
Foreign Aid. ‘The cost of such an effective 
program is less than our present Defense and 
Foreign Aid expenditures. 











If a free economy is to survive, economists 
are fairly in accord that total taxes cannot long 
exceed 25% of our national income. For the 
fiscal year 1952, our National Income — the 








that with our support of anti-Communist under. 
ground, the Russian people might, in time, 
liberate themselves. 











highest in our history — may reach the $300 N THIS MOST CRITICAL of all campaigns, how Vol. 
billion mark. The maximum tax available under do our candidates stand on the overriding 
a sound economy program is therefore $75 bil- issue of Defense? The 
lion. Take from this $21 billion for state and Senator Taft has detailed his views. He is 1 
local taxes; take $14 billion to operate the civil against UMT. He would leave our 6 divisions a 
branches of the Federal Government (a thirty in Europe but tighten foreign aid until we build Pres 
per cent cut) and we have $40 billion remaining air supremacy. He would make maximum use 1 
for Defense and Foreign Aid. of General MacArthur. He holds it is a de sho 
Going back to our priorities for defense — featist attitude not to be able to defend our. re 
Air Power first, Army-Navy second, Foreign Aid selves, even if Europe is occupied. For the 
third — we could allocate some two-thirds of defense of the free world he champions Ameri- = 
the total for Air Power. Most of the remainder can global air supremacy. i 
would go to the Army and Navy. Foreign Aid General Eisenhower favors UMT, supports ‘aati 
would have to be cut drastically.* the Administration’s European defense program, of I 
Such a defense program for a decade would would extend the NATO concept into the tion 
give us American global air supremacy which Orient, would balance our budget, would con- 
is conceded to be the best known war deterrent. sult with General MacArthur if available, and ae 
It would also enable us to win if war comes. holds that “if we allow western Europe to fall par 
It would provide a larger budget for the Army within the Communist orbit . . . the cost will “e 
and Navy than they were authorized three years be back breaking, and we'll be in mortal 
ago; it would enable them to perform their danger”. Yet, he has stated that air power is ‘ 
most vital missions effectively. American global dominant in war. * 
air supremacy would give Europe far more pro- General MacArthur, possible dark horse, has pat 
tection than the present NATO program of stated positive views on the Pacific. The country 
flimsy ground defense with inadequate air cover. would like to hear more of his military ideas Ne 
With this program taxes could be reduced in detail. ian 
about 15 per cent. The budget could be Senator Russell possibly does not endorse the enc 
balanced. The chance for security and peace Truman-Acheson strategy, but has not yet clari- hee 
would be immeasurably strengthened. By re- fied his views. Russell says he would rely on Wi 
liance on Air Power as our preeminent arm, MacArthur’s counsel. 
compulsory Universal Military Training would Senator Kefauver, and other Democratic can- for 
be unnecessary. didates, among them Harriman, Kerr and wh 
There is another important measure which Barkley, would probably continue the policy Oh 
must be undertaken. Full-scale exploitation of | of Truman and Acheson. De 
Russia’s greatest vulnerability — her dissatis- Two weeks remain before the first convention nat 
fied enslaved population — should be initiated opens. The candidates have the floor and the 
by the American people as distinct from the people are listening. Let our candidates speak § po! 
State Department. There is reason to believe out and the delegates decide. as 
* Until negotiations succeed in Korea, the cost of the war there must continue to be met by supplemental appropriations. 19 
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